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（２）Languages differ systematically in rhetorical style ! that is, the ways in which
events are analyzed and described in discourse. [ . . . ] I want to propose that
rhetorical style is determined by the relative accessibility of various means of
expression, such as lexical items and construction types. That is, ease of
processing is a major factor in giving language-particular shape to narratives.












（３）In the following examples, a typical object which may be left out is enclosed in
brackets.
We usually eat [dinner] at 7:30.
Ken drinks [sake] too much.
Every afternoon I read [books] for two hours.
[ . . . ] we can recognize many sentences without objects: もうとったの？ああ
見た見た。 But do we want to say that these verbs are being used
pseudotransitively? I don’t think so. The reason is that when verbs are used
pseudotransitively in English, the omitted object is a generic entity, whereas in
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the examples I have given for Japanese, the object is specific. [ . . . ]
In fact, this is a very clear difference between English and Japanese. When the
object for such verbs is a general object such as dinner, sake, and so on, the
object is often left out in English. In Japanese, on the other hand, such objects
are usually put in, but the specific ones may left out. Compare the following:





























































































































































（９）a. The farmer chased the ducking, but he couldn’t catch it.
















































（１４）An expression’s meaning is not just the conceptual content it evokes !
equally important is how that content is construed. [ . . . ] One dimension of
construal is the level of precision and detail at which a situation is
characterized. I can describe the temperature by saying that it is hot, but also
! with progressively greater specificity ! by saying that it is in the 90s,

































































（１８）The child’s earlier verbs were about single entities acting or undergoing
changes of state or being acted upon by the child herself. (The latter case
refers to utterances of the type Kick ball , as the child kicked it herself ! the
proposal being that for these utterances the self is egocentrically presupposed
and not a part of the underlying conceptualization.) [ . . . ] Finally, it has been
often noted that children speaking English and other languages quite often do







（１９）The English subject is a very specialized syntactic role that involves a number
of different functions, many of which do not occur together in the same
category in other languages. [ . . . ] In Keenan’s (1976) famous account, cross-
linguistically there are something like 30 features associated with categories
that approximate the English subject. [ . . . ] The only experimental evidence
that English-speaking children have mastered the notion of subject concerns
children approaching school age. Using a training procedure, Braine et al.
(1993) taught children to place a plastic token on the picture representing the
subject of a token sentence ! using many different kinds of subjects ! and
then looked to see if they could generalize to subjects in novel sentences of
many different kinds. The first evidence that they could came at 5-6 years of
age. Following Croft (2001), one possible explanation for the late acquisition
of English subject is that, in reality, each abstract construction such as
transitive, intransitive, passive, and there-construction actually has its own
subject. The generalized notion of the subject role in an utterance or
construction ! which children would have to have mastered to perform well
in most of the experiments ! represents the finding of a set of commonalities
among these many and varied construction-specific subjects. That is, subject
represents a syntactic role in something like a highly general Subject-Predicate
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